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ABSTRACT 


The authors of the Authoritarian Personality (Adorno, 
Frenkel-Brunswik, Levinson & Sanford, 1950) developed the Fascist 
(F) scale and described in detail the differences in attitude 
expressed by subjects scoring high as compared to subjects scoring 
low on this paren The results of their research indicated that 
high seoring subjects would be more hostile, mould conform more, 
and would express dislike for members of minority groups more 
readily than low scoring sub jects. Subsequent so a has not 
demonstrated, , in a conclusive maaner, the validity of these 
predictions. Also, in further opposition to the predictions of 
Reoraneeneer i etearieariast(1950), several studies have indicated 
that subjects achieving an extremely high or option Sey low score 
on the F scale may be quite similar to one Reisther relative fs 
the subject achieving a moderate F scale score. 

The present investigator felt that the frequent failures of 
the authoritarian to behave as predicted in the Authoritarian Pere 
sonality (Adorno et al., 1950) was largely due to the fact that 
many researchers conducted studies which failed to take into consi- 
deration crucial facets of the authoritarian's personality other than 
their one or two variables of immediate experimental interest. 

The present study was not amenable to the formulation and 
testing of specific hypotheses since relatively novel combinations 
of independent and dependent stimuli were used. Furthermore, the 


particular area of research, authoritarianism, is so replete with 
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inconsistent research findings that few hypotheses are logically 
defensible. 

In the present study, the race of the subject's partner was 
varied (Caucasian or Indian) as were his comments to the subject 
(neutral or insulting). Following these comments, the subject 
and this partner engaged in a mutual weight judging experiment and 
a personality judging experiment. The personality of the experimenter 
was also judged following the subject's judgment of his partner's 
personality. | 

Generally speaking, the high authoritarians did not conform 
more (on the weight judgments), nor did they act in a more hostile 
manner toward either the Caucasian or Indian partner, than did the 
low or the moderate authoritarians. In fact, the low authoritarians 
tended to rate their partner more negatively than either the moderate 
or high authoritarians. Furthermore, the low althoritartens were the 
only group who were relatively consistent in attributing more negative 
personality traits to their partner when he was an Indian than when 
he was a Caucasian. There were a number of significant interactions 
among variables, but they were of such a nature as to defy the concise- 


ness of description demanded in an abstract. 
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Tntroduction 


The Authoritarian Personality (Adorno, Frenkel-Brunswik, Levinson 
and Sanford, 1950) presents the results of a research program designed 
to investigate the psychological roots of anti-Semitism. A basic 
assumption guiding this program was that the anti-Semetic individual 
holds certain other racial and non-racial attitudes much more frequently 
than the non-anti-Semetite. Furthermore, the development and expression 
of such attitudes are consistently associated with certain personality 
characteristics of the individual. The program includes studies on 
such diverse subjects as ethnocentric attitudes, political and economic 
conservatism, potentiality for the acceptance of anti-democratic 
propaganda and, finally, the needs and traits revealed in interviews, 
TAT stories, and projective questions. 

In the course of their investigations the authors developed 
several scales which were concerned with the measurement of various 
types of ideologies. However, their Potentiality for Fascism (F) 
scale was concerned with measuring a personality type as opposed to 
the tapping of superficial ideological attitudes. Originally, its 
primary function was to serve as an indirect measure of ethnocentrism. 
Material collected from the elinical interviews indicated that ethno- 
centric individuals possessed underlying central trends which constituted 
an enduring unitary syndrome, or personality type. These trends, in 
accordance with certain unspecified dynamic processes, were expressed 
in ethnocentric attitudes as well as other diverse psychologically 


related opinions and attitudes. An outstanding characteristic of this 
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syndrome, or personality type, was the expression of an almost patho- 
logical interest in authority, thereby leading to Luge dhoaye of 
"authoritarian personality". The list of those central trends, or 
personality characteristics provides the most satisfactory definition 
of authoritarianism presénted in The Authoritarian Personality and, 


thus, is reproduced below as originally presented (p. 228). 


a. Conventionalism. Rigid adherence to conventional 
middle-class values. 


b. Authoritarian submission, Submissive, uncritical 
attitude toward idealized moral authorities of the 
ingroup. 


ec. Authoritarian Aggression. Tendency to be on the 
lookout for, and to condemn, reject, and punish 
people who violate conventional attitudes. 


d. Anti-intraception. Opposition to the subjective, the 
imaginative, the tender-minded. 


e, Superstition and stereotypy. The belief in mystical 
determinants of the individual's fate; the disposition 
to think in rigid categories. 


f. Power and "toughness". Preoccupation with the 
dominance-submission, strong-weak, leader- 
followers dimension; identification with peer 
figures; praPeamis ata upon the conventionalized 
attributes of the ego; exaggerated assertion of 
strength and toughness. 


g. Destructiveness and cynicism. Generalized hostility, 
vilification of the human, 


h. Projectivity. The disposition to believe that 
wild and dangerous things go on in the world; 
the projection outwards of unconscious emotional 
impulses. 
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i. Sex. Exaggerated concern with sexual "goings-on". 

Adorno and his associates (1950) constructed the F scale to 
identify those individuals who were ethnocentric and who would tend 
to accept the ideological dispensations of the extreme political 
right, or Fascists. In fact, both Coulter (in Brown, 1965) and 
Rokeach (1960) have demonstrated that individuals accepting a Fascist 
ideology scored high on the F scale while individuals accepting a 
communist ideology or left-wing view, scored low on the F scale. In 
the course of the study by Adorno's group (1950), Frenkel-Brunswik 
interviewed individuals scoring high or low on the F scale and concluded 
that the high scorers, or high authoritarians (HA), possessed very 
different personality traits than the low scorers, or low authoritarians 
(LA). On the other hand, "armchair" interpretations by an historian 
(Sealesineee, 1949) and a political scientist (Hoffer, 1951) have 
concluded that communists and fascists are more similar to one another 
in terms of personality traits than either extreme is to the individual 
expressing a politically moderate point of view. These interpretations 
have been supported by two empirical studies (Krugman, 1951; Vetter, 1930). 
Christie and Jahoda (1954) have noted that most researchers, on the 
strength of the conclusions by Frenkel-Brunswik, have used the F scale 
as if it were a measure of "general" authoritarianism. In other words, 
researchers have dealt with the concept of authoritarianism as if it 
implied political right-wing inclinations only, thereby eliminating by 
definition the left-wing authoritarian. However, Shils (in Christie & 


Jahoda, 1954) suggested that the central trends defining the HA could 
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also be found in the LA. Since LAs are typically oriented toward the 
political left-wing, this would invalidate the concept of the general 
authoritarian as defined by Christie and Jahoda (1954). Shils re- 
analyzed the content of the original interviews which Frenkel-Brunswik 
(in Adorno et aly 1950) had conducted with the extreme scorers on the 
F scale and he concluded that the possibility of an authoritarian of 
the Left had not arisen due to the personal biases of the interviewer. 
He then presents several examples from the original interviews of 
Frenkel-Brunswik which illustrate the fact that the similarities between 
the extreme scorers on opposite ends of the F scale had apparently been 
ignored while the differences between them had been over-stated. Adorno 
(in Adorno et aly 1950) in his chapter on Types and Syndromes in The 
Authoritarian Personality, distinguished five sub-types of the LA and 
noted that some of these sub-types such as his "rigid" and "protesting" 
low scorers may resemble the high scorers in the psychological sense 
although the content of their views would differ. However, this sug- 
gestion was offered only in passing and was evidently not considered 
important enough to warrant further discussion or investigation. In 
a later publication, Frenkel-Brunswik (in Christie and Jaboda, 1954) 
agreed with the above conelusions only as far as the "rigid-low" was 
concerned. 

Adorno and his associates (1950) made numerous specific predictions 
regarding behavior that would distinguish the HA from the LA. fet,. 
several investigators have demonstrated that, with regard to some of 


these more important predictions, the LA and HA groups have been more 
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similar to one another than either has been to the MA group. For 
example, Taylor (1952, 1960) demonstrated that both the LA and the 

HA tended to act in a more rigid manner and achieved perceptual 

closure more readily than did the MA. Siegel (1956) reported hostile 
behavior by both the HA and the LA, but the HA tended to express 
hostility overtly while the LA tended to express hostility covertly 

(as measured by the Rorschach test). Bounds (1964) noted no difference 
in the tendency for the HA and the LA to attack an insulting stooge 
while Abrams (1965) found that he could manipulate the tendency of 

the HA to express hostility by varying the degree of self-protection 
involved. Finally, Crutchfield (1954), Lipetz (1960, 1964) ‘and Scodel 
and Freeman (1956) have shown that both the HA and the LA tend to give 
more stereotyped interpretations of the personality of strangers than 
does the MA. 

Since the F scale was constructed to be an indirect measure of 
ethnocentrism, there are several similar studies on tolerance and 
intolerance that also apply to the proposed similarity between the HA 
and the LA. For example, Dombrose, and Levinson (1950) demonstrated 
that the subjects in the upper and lower quartiles of the ethnocentrism 
scale (E scale) tended to use more militant measures in solving a 
hypothetical social problem than did the MA. Furthermore, Rokeach (1951) 
noted that although subjects scoring in the lower quartile of the E scale 
defined ideological items more abstractly than the subjects scoring in 
the upper quartile, both extremes showed a greater tendency for reification 


than did the middle quartile. Finally, both Taft (1958) and Haimowitz and 
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Haimowitz (1950) reported a greater similarity on personality tests 

and interviews ices extremely tolerant and intolerant subjects 

than between the moderately tolerant subjects and either of their extreme 
groups. 

Thus far, the discussion has dealt with the general problem of 
predicting an individual's behavior when only the F scale score is known. 
It is suggested that these failures of prediction may be due, at least 
in part, to an insufficient body of knowledge concerning the personality 
characteristics of the LA. Furthermore, in spite of the fact that the 
personality characteristics of the HA are relatively well established, 
it is quite common for experimenters to control only those situational 
variables which are related directly to the particular facet of person- 
ality under observation. This failure to consider the situation in terms 
of the total personality implies a regression to a mosaic ieee of 
personality which Adorno and his colleagues (1950) went to such great 
lengths to discredit. 

The present study will deal with the HA, MA and LA in terms of 
three rather broad areas of theoretical interest: 

1. Attitudes toward minority group members; 

2. Expression of hostility; 

3. Conforming behavior. 


Previous research conducted in these areas will be analyzed in terms 


line mosaic theory implies that an individual's personality 
consists of a conglomerate of discrete, non-interacting elements, 
or traits. 
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of the similarities or differences noted between the HA and the LA and 


the apparent failures of theoretically sound predictions. 


Racial Prejudice. 

For example, since the F scale was designed as an indirect measure 
of ethnocentric attitudes, Adorno (in Adorno et al., 1950) predicted 
that the HA would hold more negative attitudes toward minority groups 
than would the LA. Although this prediction was supported when subjects 
were asked to respond on a paper and pencil measure, many studies have 
not succeeded in extrapolating these findings to predictions concerning 
behavior in an interpersonal situation. For instance, Bray (1950), Carr 
and HKoberts (1965), Linn (1965), Pace (1950), Roberts and Carr (1961) and 
Searles and Williams (1962) Yailed to demonstrate the expected relation-~- 
ship between scores on attitude scales regarding Negroes and the actual 
behavior in the presence of a Negro. It is suggested that these failures 
to establish a relationship between attitudes and situational behavior 
were due to the attempts of most experimenters to deal with racial 
attitudes as if such attitudes could be isolated from the rest of the 
personality. This approach was taken in spite of the fact that the 
Adorno study (1950) had demonstrated that the racially prejudiced person 
possesses other personality characteristics which will interact with 
his racial attitudes to determine behaviour. A prejudiced person would, 
for instance, tend to ee submissive toward authority figures. Thus, 
his desire to behave negatively toward a minority group figure would 
be tempered by, among other things, his consideration of how such 


behavior would be evaluated by any authority figure present. Since 
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an experimenter is seen as an authority figure, the results in such 
experiments dealing with racial prejudice will be biased accordingly. 
In addition, Adorno and his colleagues (1950) have demonstrated that 
the HA expresses an over-concern with adhering to the rules and 
conventions of society. Consequently, the behavior of the HA would 
most certainly be affected by the fact that aggression toward others 

is frowned upon by societal conventions. Related to this point is 

the finding by Reber (1950) and Allport (1954) that 

virtually all of their prejudiced subjects were not only aware that 
their racial attitudes were socially undesirable but also expressed 
guilt feelings regarding these attitudes. It seems obvious that a 
study of the relationship between prejudice and behavior should 
consider at least such additionally important determinants of behavior 
as discussed above. In the present study the HA's concern with social 
convention and authority figures was minimized by having the subject 
insulted in an unexpected and arbitrary manner by a peer. Such 
conditions have been demonstrated to release one's inhibitions to 
aggress. Although society frowns upon unjustified aggression, justified 
aggression is seldom punished, and even occasionally rewarded (Berkowitz, 
1960; Burnstein:& Worchel, 19623 Cohen, 14955; Pastore; 1952; Rothaus &° 
Worchel, 1960), Such conditions would seem particularly important for 
the preyaniese person because he is provided with a socially acceptable 
reason to aggress over and above his socially unacceptable inclinations 


based purely on prejudice. 


bottitert .notasetags betttsaxtas fog aawort tdotooa nial aanane 


8 


dove nk adfuver odd <wuratt ititroddou males. aeae ee Sedna 
ufanthiooos bsantd ad Lhtw oolbuterq Oskdet ddbw Geist edaemiaees 
jadt betertemomeh oved (O@QL) acwgsshioo aid Bas omiebé Horsthbs al 
fas seivr sat o¢ gabtedie dylw otectooeTSVO xa aesaszgxe AH edd 
Bivow Al odt to toltvaded edt .¥linespeamod .yieisos Zo anoldaevmod 
ateite biawot nolecetgps tay Sox? ont yd Betostis od yiakadgso veom 
at ¢alogq eli’ ot Betsleh .enotsaevnes. Lsdetoor yo aoqu Benwoxt ot 
tests (1200) droa lla bre (ORCL) omrebA yd enkbalt ont 
dads orewis yino ton cael atosbdie Beothutosa ‘giedt to [is vifautity 
boanstaxs oele tud olden teabrt ylistoos etaw sebudidvs Lstost thedg : 
p tedt evotvdo amese tI .sehutitde oaett grnibeages egatiee? sitag 
Bivode aotveded bas sotbuybera aeowded qidenotsales edt to = 


xotvasdisd to stasntmreteb tasdxoqmt viteiols bis ffowe tesol ta rebtenos 


Igtooe dttw mreonmes a! AN odd viurts snoeery off al .ovods beanie as -f 
tos§dva sdt antvan yd Keo tntae esw werngrt yitrodtua Sas nobtnevo9 | 
fove 198g s yd ene yuetitdte bie Bedsosqxens al ot besten: ' 

ot saolstdidet a'eno s: easton ot besertemomeb need svad emans - 

oy? ees - 


.sibywoured) bebuswox yifanotasooo asve Bis eres att 
7 evs 
B eriadsor 2Se0h foxdsaai reel ascites Wie 
a eg As Mt Pit _ - 
xot tnatiogmt yftalvotireq nose BLsow 109, Howe. . 
4 258 O9 


i 
eidetqenzs yliatoos s itty sion ob a vat ret 
enol tant font oldetqessesm: vEtatooe alt oy odo st 


Hostile Behavior 

According to the Adorno study (1950) the HA is supposed to be more 
hostile than the LA. Although this finding has been supported by a great 
number of studies, there are indications that, under certain environ- 
mental circumstances both the HA and the LA will tend to be more hostile 
than the MA. For example, Bounds (1964) demonstrated that in a war 
game the LA and the HA tended to aggress more readily than the MA. 
Abrams (1965) using a similar game, demonstrated that the LA aggressed 
more than either the HA or the MA when humanitarian motives and willing- 
ness for eee ee were involved. Both Siegel (1956) and Rule 
(1966) demonstrated that both the HA and the LA displaced hostility to 
a neutral peer more than did the MA. Responses on a projective test 
and responses on an adjective check list, respectively, were used as 
measures in these studies. It is important to note that such displace- 
ment is not, apparently, directionless. Weatherley (1961),. using 
responses on a projective test as a measure of Eee sy demonstrated 
that while the HA aggressed more against a Jew than a non-Jew, the LA 
aggressed more against the non-Jew than the Jew. In the present study 
it was expected that responses similar to those demonstrated by Weatherley 
would occur, although the measure of hostility was scored on an adjective 
rating scale rather than an analysis of responses on a projective test. 
The assumption was that the unconscious need not be tapped as in the 
Weatherley (1961) study if the situation is carefully designed to encourage 


the free expression of otherwise suppressed attitudes. 
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In addition to the general problem regarding the difference 
between the HA and the LA in the expression of hostility, there are 
studies which suggest that the HA and the LA may be distinguished by 
the extent to which hostility is displaced under varying degrees of 
stress. Concerning the manner in which hostility is expressed by 
the HA and the LA, Frenkel-Brunswik (in Adorno et al., 1950) concludes 
that 

reports about blind rage, temper tantrums, and bad 

temper in general (are) often found in the records 

of high scoring subjects .. . (but) the expression 

of aggression in low scorers shows, by contrast, 

greeter awareness of the cause of aggression which 

thus tends to become more specific, and to be directed 

against a certain person or against the violation of 

a general principle. (p. 450). 

Berkowitz (1959, 1961) has supported this description by demonstrating 
that under stress, the highly prejudiced person tends to be less discri- 
minating in his displacement of hostility than does the LA. On the 
other hand, Rule (1966) has demonstrated that both the highly prejudiced 
person and the low prejudiced person tend to be less discriminating 
under stress than the moderately prejudiced person, These latter 
findings are in accord with Rokeach's theory (1960) which holds that 
persons who espouse extreme points of view differ with regard to cog- 
nitive structure from persons holding more moderate points of view. 
Rule interprets the apparent incompatability between her findings and 
those of Berkowitz as being due to the fact that she used much more 


extreme scoring groups than did Berkowitz, thereby being more assured 


of not contaminating her sample of subjects holding extreme attitudes 
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with those subjects holding mildly extreme attitudes. The present 
study has also utilized extreme scoring groups for the purpose of 
studying any similarities or differences in the behavior of these 
extremes over @ variety of situational conditions and dependent 


Measures. 


Conformity Behavior 
| With regard to the differences in conformity behavior of F 

scale scorers, Adorno and his associates (1950) predicted that the HA 
will conform more than the LA because 

it seems possible that the rebellious tendencies have 

not actually been outgrown but have rather been inhibited 

so that the emphasis on conformity now serves as a 

defense against underlying hostility toward accepted 

authority. (p. 162) 
Some studies have given empirical support to this prediction by demon- 
strating a relationship between F scale scores and conformity behavior 
(Beloff, 1957 s0Crutenfield, 19555 Nadlex, 19593; Wells, Wadnert and Rubel, 
1956), but others have found no such relationship (Chipwin, L064: Corfstn, 
196k; Hardy, 1957; Weiner & McGinnes, 1961). Still Gther investi- 
gators have demonstrated that the relationship holds only if certain 
qualifications are considered. For example, Berkowitz and Lundy (1956) 
showed that the person scoring high on the F scale was usually a 
conformer. if he was also low on interpersonal confidence. Millon and 
Simkin (1957) reported that the HA would conform more than the LA if 


the model were a prestige rather than a non-prestige figure. Steiner 


and Johnson (1963) noted that this relationship between F scale and 
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conformity applied only as long as there was complete unanimity among 
the rest of the group. 

In order to point out the disagreement which abounds in this 
area, it is relevant to consider the indirect line of evidence which 
suggests that, given the proper conditions, the LA can be expected 
to conform at least as mich as the HA. While Taylor (1952, 1960) 
demonstrated that the HAs and LAs showed approximately equal tendencies 
to seek perceptual closure more rapidly than did the MA, McDavid and 
Sistrunk (1964) found that people who are particularly persistent 
in seeking perceptual closure tend to be conformers in an ambiguous 
stimulus situation. Finally, Cook (1958) has reported that both HAs 
and LAs tend to be more easily persuaded by the experimenter than are 
the MAs. 

There have been no studies reported in which the LA has conformed 
more than the HA but the conditions may be optimal for such an occurrence 
if the confederate were a minority group member. This prediction would 
be based on the many conformity studies which have demonstrated that 
the incidence of conforming behavior is positively correlated with the 
attractiveness of the group (Back, 1951; Berkowitz, 1957b; Dittes and 
Kelley, 19563 Deutsch and Gérard, 19563 Gerard, 1954; Thibaut and 
Strickland, 1956). Of apaepeiors an even more critical assumption would 
be that the expression of positive (LA) or negative (HA) affect toward 
a minority group is analagous with a subjective feeling of attractiveness 
or repulsion toward the individual person in a conformity situation. In 


non-laboratory settings it is quite common for the low-prejudiced person 
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to act in a positive, accepting manner toward a member of a minority 
group while the high-prejudiced person will act in a negative, rejecting 
manner toward the same individual. However, clinical psychologists 
frequently infer that persons expressing extremely positive or negative 
attitudes toward some facet of their environment may, unconsciously, 
harbor attitudes which are precisely the obverse of their expressed 
attitudes. The evaluative nature of a response in a conformity situation 
should not be readily apparent to most subjects, thereby allowing for 


the expression of these more deeply seated attitudes. 


The Problem. 

The Authoritarian Personality (Adorno et al., 1950) consists of 
a relatively detailed explication of the HA's personality characteristics. 
On the basis of the factual information and/or the theoretical formu- 
lations presented in this book, investigators have attempted to devise 
experimental manipulations capable of differentiating, predictably, the 
behavior of the HA from that of the MA and the LA. Many such attempts 
have been both successful and congruent with the predictions made in 
The Authoritarian Personality (Adorno et al., 1950). On the other hand, 
a number of investigators have demonstrated that the relationship between 
behavior and F scale scores may well be curvilinear rather than linear 
as suggested by Adorno et al., (1950). The experimenter of the present 
investigation has suggested that whether the HA and the LA behave 
similarly or differently is a function of the environmental stimuli 


present and the scoring criteria defining the HA and the LA. 
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Three areas particularly relevant to the authoritarian syndrome 
were discussed in detail. In Brest tion to the predictions made in The 
Authoritarian Personality (Adorno et al., 1950), it was demonstrated that: 
(1) HAs do not always behave in a more hostile manner than LAs and MAs, 
(2) HAs do not always behave in a more hostile manner toward members 
of racial minority groups than do MAs or LAs, (3) HAs do not always 
conform more than MAs or LAs. 

Rather than attempting to consider each point of dissention 
separately, it seems more reasonable to re-structure, at least tem- 
Borweloy, the conventional experimental approach in an effort to 
consider the authoritarian personality in the light of the holistic 
approach as exemplified by the work of Adorno's study (1950). The 
authoritarian personality is, after all, a personality type not a 
unitary trait, and hence represents a complex of interacting attitudes 
and behavioral propensities--all of which may contribute to a person's 
overt behavior. | 

It is suggested that studies which deal with only one characteristic 
of the authoritarian personality may quite easily commit the error of 
interpreting the differences between groups as solely a funetion of 
the manipulated Prorat tee and the particular facet of personality under 
consideration. However, such approaches dictate that many environmental 
variables mist be held constant. The problem is, that since many aspects 
of any siteacion may have different meanings for persons achieving 


different F-scale scores, the level at which such a variable is held 
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constant may, itself, elicit more differences between groups than would 
the manipulated variable. 

The present study has by no means, solved the above problem 
but has, at least, attempted to investigate the possible interactive 
effects of several theoretical Biacec tents ilrs of the authoritarian 
personality which are typically dealt with in an isolated manner. 
Briefly, the study has ey the conformity behavior, the 
expression of hostility and the relationship between racial attitudes 
and behavior of persons scoring high, low, and moderately on the 
F scale. Thus, each subject (S) (HA, MA or LA) in the experiment 
had a partner who varied along two dimensions, representing either 
a Caucasian or an Indian in race and acting in either an insulting 
or neutral manner toward the subject. There were three main dependent 
variables; The S's personality evaluation of his partner, the 
difference between his evaluation of the person and of E, and the 
degree to which he conformed with bis partner in a weight judging 


task. 
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Method 


Subjects 


The Ss for this experiment were selected from the male population 
of an introductory psychology course on the basis of their scores on 
two tests (Appendices A and B)' a 28-item California Fascist scale (F 
scale) and on a nine item anti-Indian scale (adapted from the anti- 
Negro scale of Adorno et al., 1950). These tests were part of the six- 
test battery which all the students in this course were required to 
complete during the first meeting of their psychology class. 

Three groups of 32 males each, designated as either HA, MA or LA 
participated in the experiment. The HA and LA groups consisted of 
students who had scored both in the upper or lower third of the distri- 
bution of scores on the anti-Indian scale and the upper or lower 13% 
of the distribution of scores on the F scale, respectively. The MAs 
were selected from the students scoring both in the middle 10% of the 
F scale distribution, as calculated from the median, and in the middle 
third of the scores on the anti-Indian scale. The scores on the anti- 
Indian scale ranged from 9 to 45 with a median of 17. The median scores 
on the F scale for the HA, MA and LA groups were 91.3, 81.8. and 65.5 
respectively. The ranges of scores for these groups were, respectively, 
86 to 112, 78 to 84 and 41 to 70. The median scores on the anti-Indian 
scale for the HA, MA and LA groups were, respectively, 23, 17.9 and 
12.7. The ranges of scores for these groups were, respectively, 19 
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Since all of the students enrolled in this course were required 
to participate in at least six psychological experiments during the 
school year, most persons who fulfilled the above scoring requirements 
agreed to participate in the experiment when asked to do so. To avoid 
any suspicion regarding the purpose of the experiment, the Ss were 
told that their names had been randomly selected from the population 


of psychology students. 


Tasks 
All Ss participated in four tasks in the course of the experi- 
mental session. These will be referred to as (1) the alphabet task, 
(2) the rating task, (3) the conformity task, and (4) the experiment 
evaluation task. 
The alphabet task consisted of having the S say the alphabet 
backwards as quickly and correctly as possible. This task was always 
done first while the rating task and the conformity task were counter- 
balanced across all conditions. The experiment evaluation always followed 
the other three tasks. 

“The rating task consisted of the S's evaluating a peer (T) and 
then the experimenter (E) by completing two 16-item, 7-point, bi-polar, 
uni-dimensional adjective scales (Appendix C). The adjectives were 
selected from Osgood's (1957) book The Measurement of Meaning, on the 
basis of their high factor loadings on the evaluative factor. A few 
of the adjectives were also drawn from one of Osgood's scales concerned 


with minority group measurements. 
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In the conformity task, the S was required to compare the weight 
of a standard object with 12 other objects, one at a time, and tell 
the E the heavier object of each pair tested. All 13 objects weighed 
2.110 grams but E told the S that the objects were all of a different 
weight. S's response was always given after the response of a confe- 
derate. The responses of the latter were identical over all experimental 
conditions, with the standard weight being called the heavier in six 
of the twelve trials. The order of the confederate's responses "number 
one (standard) heavier" was randomized over the twelve trials. 

The experiment evaluation form consisted of a series of five 
questions, four of which were to be answered on a five-point, very 
agreeable to very disagreeable continuum (Appendix D). The fifth 
question required the S to answer Se ee or 'no' regarding his 
knowledge of T's identity. The first four questions dealt, respectively 
with (1) how S felt his performance on the alphabet task was influenced 
by T's behavior, (2) S's mood prior to entering the research room, 

(3) S's mood after saying the alphabet backwards, and (1) S's mood just 


before he began this experiment evaluation task. 


Procedure 

Each experimental session involved only one S, although with the 
use of a tape recorder he was led to believe that another PS) (T) in an 
adjoining room was also participating with him in the same experiment 
(Appendix E). S was seated at a table such that he was directly facing 
what appeared to be a large mirror. The E explained that this was a one- 


way mirror and that there was another S in the adjoining room who could 
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see directly into the experimental room. After turning up the volume 
on an intercom system which was directly in front of the & on the 
table at which he was seated, E seated himself behind a partition in 
the same room and proceeded to give the necessary instructions to S 
and T. The speaker in front of S, over which the voice of T was heard, 
was connected directly to a Model 8 Tannberg tape recorder which was 
controlled by E from behind his partition in the experimental room in 
which S was seated. The instructional set by E, initial statements 
from T and the nature of the tasks, discouraged any attempts on the 
part of S to converse with T. | 

Before the tasks, T was requested by E to state his height, 
weight, hair color, eye color and race. All characteristics remained 
the same for all conditions except the race of T which was Canadian- 
Indian in one-half the cases and Canadian-White in the other half. 
E wrote this information digran (Appendix F) and gave it to S, telling 
him that he would need it for the personality rating task which he 
would be doing shortly. 

7 As a rationale for the alphabet task, E explained to S and T 
that the effects of using different experimenters for the same study 
were under investigation. One of the Ss (always T) would be chosen to 
act as an experimenter and was asked to make up his own instructions 
for the assigned task with the goal of inducing the other S to do 
the task as efficiently as possible. In one-half the cases T simply 
gave instructions and did not speak again until S had either reached 


the letter 'H' or had struggled for one minute. This was called the 
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low stress condition (Appendix G). In the remaining cases, T 
introjected insulting statements concerning S's performance at any 
of the many pauses which one makes in attempting this task (Appendix 
H). The same cut-off points of either one minute or reaching the letter 
'H' were used in this high stress condition. 

In the personality rating task, which followed the alphabet 
task in one-half the cases, T and S were told that psychologists were 
attempting to determine the critical stimuli which people need in 
order to make a reasonably accurate personality judgment of strangers. 
T was to use all the normal cues since he could see through the glass 
but 5 was to use only those cues which T had provided earlier and E 
had written down. The Ss were told to deposit the ratings of their 
partner through the slot in the large, padlocked box which each were 
to have on their respective tables. After doing this they were to 
complete a similar rating for E since he had interacted with them both 
and this rating would, presumably, act as a standard to judge their 
ability to rate others. 

For the conformity task, the Ss were told that they were to make 
a series of weight judgments as a study for the psychophysics department. 
On the table at which the S was seated there were 13 small, numbered 
canisters (Kodak film containers) each filled with lead and weighing 
2.110 grams. The Ss were told that the set of canisters were the same 
in both rooms in terms of their identification numbers and weight dif- 
ferences and furthermore, that "each object was of a slight but noticeably 


different weight from any other object in the set" (Appendix E). As E 
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designated verbally a pair of objects to be tested the Ss were to 

pick them up and then state the number of the object which seemed 

to be the heavier of the pair. "To avoid my mixing up your responses,” 
E instructed T to always give his response first. Conforming behavior 
on the part of S was designated as his giving a response identical 

to the response given previously by T. 

After completing the above three tasks the Ss filled out the 
experiment evaluation form. The primary purpose of this form was to 
determine if S had been aware of the deception regarding the presence 
of T. This form was also supplemented by a brief interview with T. 
The data from one S was discarded. 

After the experiment, all of the Ss that had been in the high 
stress conditions were informed of the nature of the deceptions and 
the reasons for them. The Ss were asked not to discuss the experiment 
with others and seemed quite willing to cooperate in this regard. Ss 
in the low stress eeueeel conditions were not informed of the deception 
of the completion of the experimental session but they were told that 
there would be a mimeographed summary (Appendix I) of the experiment 
on the table outside of the experimental room at the end of the school 
year. The Ss were batleeabit to this idea since it was explained to 
them that such a summary would make it quite easy to complete the 
necessary forms for their instructors explaining the nature of the 


experiments in which they had participated. 
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Results 


Analyses 
Data were collected from the following eight dependent 


variables; conformity scores, rating of T, rating of E, the 
difference between the rating of T and E, and the four questions 

on the piper eeniieralaarien form. The scores obtained on each 
variable were submitted to an analysis of variance. The Duncan's 
multiple range test (DMRT) was used as a post hoc method for the 
comparison of means. In addition, Pearson r correlation coefficients 
were calculated for the eight by eight matrix across various combina- 


tions of conditions. 


Scoring 


The personality rating scales were scored by assigning a 
score of one to a response on the extreme positive end of the seven- 
point scale and then assigning each successive point an increment 
of one such that a response on the extreme negative end of the echt 
was assigned a score of seven. These indawveual scores for each of the 
16 adjectives were then summed to yield a single rating score for each 
person judged. Each S completed two such rating scales, one for T and 
the other for E. In addition to these two rating scores a difference 
score was calculated by subtracting the smaller of the two ratings 
from the larger. 

The conformity task was scored by assigning S a score of one 


each time his response was identical to the response given just 
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previously by T. S was assigned a score of zero for each time his 
response differed from the previous response of T. These scores were 
then summed over the first 11 trials. S's Ponvades on trial 12 was 
not used in order to avoid a possible distortion of the total con- 
formity score by a finish effect. 

The experiment evaluation form consisted of four questions 
which were answered on a five-point scale. A score of one was 
assigned to a response at the extreme positive end of the scale with 
the successive points increasing by increments of one such that a 
response on the extneas negative end of the scale was assigned a score 
of Pive. In the analysis, each of these four questions vere identified 


by their question number and analyzed separately. 


Personality rating scores 

The ratings of T and E by each S were submitted to a split plot 
design analysis of variance summarized in Table 1. The significant 
(F = 12.91, df =1& 72, p<.Ol) main effect of stress indicates that 
the manipulation of stress was effective. Tae! a the Ss gave more 
negative ratings when they were insulted by T (high stress, X = 51.8) 
than when they were not insulted (low stress, X= 41.9). ‘The signi- 
ficant (F = 55.84, df = 1 & 72, p<.01) main effect of ratings indicate 
that S gave more negative ratings to T (X = 53.4) than to E (X = 40.2). 
The significant (F = 18.94, df =1& 72, p< .01) stress X rating inter- 
action indicates that, while the rating of T became considerably more 


negative in the high stress as compared to the low stress condition, 
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Table 1 
Summary of the Analysis of Variance of Personality Ratings 


of the "Other" Subject and the Experimenter 
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Source of Variation Mean Square F 
Squares = 
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the rating of E became only slightly more negative as stress increased 
(Fig. 1). Table 1 also indicates that the authoritarianism X rating 
interaction was significant (F = 3.59, df = 1& 72, p<.05). Over all 
conditions the HA, MA, and LA tended to have similar rating scores for 
E but they differed considerably in their rating scores for T. T was 
rated most negatively by the LA and most positively by the HA while 
the rating of the MA was intermediate to these extremes (Fig. 2). 

A DMRT was calculated for the stress X rating and the authori- 
tarian X rating cell means and is summarized in Tables 2 and 3 respec- 
tively. Regarding the means for the stress X rating interaction, it 
was demonstrated that the rating of T and E differ significantly (p <e-05) 
under the high level of stress but not under the low level of stress. 

For the authoritarian X rating means, the ratings for T were significantly 
(p< .05) different from the ratings of E for all levels of authoritarianism. 
Furthermore, the LA rating of T was significantly ape .05) more negative 
than the rating of T or E by the MA or the HA, 

A separate analysis of variance was calculated for the ratings of 
T alone and of E alone. These analyses are summarized in Tables 4 and 5 
respectively. There were only two significant findings in these two 
analyses. The stress main effect (F = 35.50, df = 1& 72, p<.0O1) and 
the authoritarianism main effect (F = 4.22, df = 1 & 72, p <.05) were 


significant for the rating of T. 


Difference Scores 
The difference between Ss' ratings of T and E provided an indi- 
cation of the degree to which he perceived two strangers as possessing 


similar or different personality characteristics. 
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Table 2 


Mean Rating of the "Other" Subject (T) 
and the Experimenter (E) under High 


Stress and Low Stress Conditions 


High Stress 


Low Stress 


Notes Cells having a subscript in common are not 
significantly different at the .05 level 


by Dunean Multiple-Range test. 
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Table 3 


High, Low and Moderate Authoritarians 


Mean Ratings of the "Other" Subject (T) 


Note: 


and the Experimenter (E) 


ec. 


Cells having a subscript in common 
are not significantly different at 
the .05 level by Duncan Multiple- 


Range test. 
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Table 4 
Summary of the Analysis of Variance of Personality Ratings 


of the "Other" Subject 


Sum of 
Source of Variation at Mean Square F 
Squares 
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Summary of the Analysis of Variance of Personality Ratings 
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Table 5 


of the Experimenter 


oD 


Sum of 
df Mean Square 
Squares 


133.5625 66.7812 
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126.0417 


112.6667 112.6667 
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The summary of the analysis of variance for the difference 
scores appears in Table 6. The significant (F = 3.32, df = 1 & 72, 
P< .01) stress main effect indicates that, on the whole, the Ss 
reported a greater difference between the personalities of T and E 
in the high stress as compared to the low stress condition. Although 
this change in the difference scores could theoretically be due to 
changes in the rating of either T or of E or both together, the 
table of means for the stress X rating interaction (Table 2) 
indicates that the rating of T changed more over the different stress 
conditions than did the rating of E. Furthermore, the correlation 
(Appendix J) between the rating of T and the difference scores was 
-78 while the correlation between E and the difference scores was 
approximately zero suggesting, again, that the increase of difference 
scores was related to an increase in the negative rating of T. 

The significant (F = 3.24, df = 2& 72, p<.05) authoritarianism 
X stress X order interaction demonstrated that in order one the HA, MA 
and LA had low, approximately equal difference scores under low stress 
but these scores tended to increase and diverge under high stress 
conditions. However, in order two these points of concurrence and 
divergence were essentially reversed, such that all scores were similar 
and relatively high under the high stress condition but smaller and 
diverging maden the low stress condition. Over both order conditions 
the divergence in the magnitude of difference scores for the three 
levels of authoritarianism “pee identical. That is, the LA perceived 


the greatest difference between T and E while the HA perceived the 
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Table 6 


Summary of the Analysis of Variance 


of the Difference Scores 


114.8437 


162.7604 


171.8970 
9376 
5209 
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. 2708 
23432 
»8130 


*Significant at .05 level 


**¥Significant at .O1 level 
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smallest difference. The MA was again, in an intermediate position 
(Fig. 3). 

The means of the authoritarianism X stress X order interaction 
appear in Table 7. A DMRT was calculated for these means and it was 
demonstrated that in the order one condition the LA and the MA both 
have significantly (p <7 05) greater difference scores under high 
stress as compared to the low stress condition. However, in the order 
two condition only the HA had a significantly (p —.05) greater score 


in the high stress as compared to the low stress condition. 


Conformity Scores 

The summary of the analysis of variance (Table 8) indicates that 
the stress X order X race interaction was significant at the (F = 11.67, 
df = 1& 72, p< .01) level and the authoritarianism X stress X race 
X order interaction was significant at the (F = 3,50, df= 2 & 72, p —.05) 
level. The form of the race X stress X order interaction was such that 
in order one the conformity scores with the Caucasian partner decreased 
as stress increased while the conformity score with the Indian partner 
increased as stress increased. However, in order two, the conformity 
score with the Caucasian partner increased as stress increased while 
the conformity score with the Indian partner decreased as stress 
increased (Fig. 4). 

The form of the authoritarianism X race X stress X order inter- 
action was such that in order one when the partner was an Indian the 
conformity behavior of the MA increased as stress increased while the 


LA and HA showed little change in behavior as a function of increasing 
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Table 7 


Mean Difference Scores under High and Low 


Stress for Each Authoritarian Group in Each Order 


ane nr om RRA ARE AL ATRIAL AUN Oe MTN AOR SN ASR AE RCE aR AEF eed 


Order One Order Two 


High Stress High Stress Low Stress 


9.064 6.0 
MA 6.754 1013-4 
LA 6.254 16-1 3eca 


Note: Cells having a subscript in common are not significantly 


different at the .05 level by Duncan Multiple-Range Test. 
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Table 8 


Summary of the Analysis of Variance 


of the Conformity Scores 


Sum of 
Source of Variation 

Squares 

¢ . Authoritarianism 10.6875 
Stress .0938 
Race 2604 
Order 20937 
X 2 sehen (si 
X 3 Tae00 
X 10.6875 
! X 3 -0104 
xh 3438 
X 4 2604 
reie€ e 10.0208 
X 2X h 4375 
re OL: 7.2708 
pA ce ve a! 25.0104 
X2x3 x4 15.0208 
Error 154.220 
*Significant at .05 level 
**¥Significant at .O1 level 
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stress. However, when the partner was a Caucasian the conformity 
behavior of the MA decreased as stress increased while, again, the 

LA and HA showed little change in behavior as a function of increasing 
stress. In order two, when the partner was an Indian, the LA and MA 
tended to decrease in conformity behavior as stress increased but 
when the partner was a Caucasian their conformity behavior showed 

a slight increase as the stress increased. Again, the HA showed 
little change in conformity behavior as a function of the increase 

in stress (Fig. 5). : 

Table 9 contains the means for the stress X race X order 
interaction. None of these differences between means were significant 
by DMRT. Table 10 contains the means for the authoritarianism X stress 
X race X order interactions. The results of the DMRT indicate that in 
the order two conditions there were no significant (p < .05) differences 
within or between groups. However, in the order one condition, the MA 
conformed significantly (p —.05) more in the high stress, Indian 
partner condition than in the low stress, Indian partner or high 
stress, Caucasian partner condition and, conversely, conformed more 
in the low stress, Caucasian partner condition than in the low stress 
Indian partner or high stress Caucasian partner condition. Furthermore, 
the HA in the high stress Indian partner condition in order one, and 
in order two, the MA and the LA in the high stress Caucasian partner 
condition, conformed more than the LA in order one with an Indian 
partner in either stress condition. In addition, the LA in order one, 


Caucasian partner, high stress condition also conformed significantly 
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Table 9 


Mean Conforming Response Under High and Low Stress 
to the Caucasian and the Indian Partner (T) 


for Order One and Order Two 


High Stress Low Stress 


6.17 


Caucasian T 


Order 1 


Order 2 


Note: None of these means are significantly different from 


each other at the .05 level by Duncan Multiple- Range 


Test. 
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(p < .05) more than the LA and the HA of order two in both the high 


stress Indian partner and low stress Caucasian partner conditions. 


Experiment Evaluation 


An analysis of variance was calculated from the responses to 
each of the four questions on this evaluation form. Summaries of 
these four analyses will be found in Tables 11, 12, 13, and 1}. 

There were no significant findings in the analyses of responses to 
questions one, three and four. 

For question two, the order main effect was significant (F = 
7.18, df = 1& 72, p< .05) with the nok BEET in order one being 
2.50 as compared to a mean response of 2.15 in order two. The race 
X stress interaction was also significant (F = 7.18, df = 1 & 72, 
mic 05). Table 15 contains the means for the tage X stress inter- 
action. The question asked the S to describe his heea just before 
entering the research room. for the order main effect the response 
Was more agreeable in the first order than in the second order. In 
the race X stress interaction, the response under low stress was 
more disagreeable when T was Caucasian than when T was an Indian. 
However, under the high stress condition, the response was more negative 


when T was Indian than when T was Caucasian (Fig. 6). 


Correlations 
Pearson r correlation coefficients were calculated between 
all pairs of dependent measures (Appendix J). There were eight such 


measures: the conformity score, the rating of E, the rating of T, the 
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Table 11 


Summary of the Analysis of Variance of Responses 


on Question One” of the Experiment Evaluation 


Source of Variation 


Authoritarianism L979 


» 3958 


2: Stress 2.0417 2.0417 
3: Race 1.0417 1.0417 
he Order 1.0417 1.0417 
1x2 » 1458 0729 
Ix 3 3.5208 1.7604 
eee) 2.0208 1.0104 
2X 3 . 1667 » 1667 
2x4 - 6667 » 6667 
3x4 1667 . L667 
Lea ae 1.0208 5104 
1xXx2xkh 3.2708 1.6354 
ui eh oe IP 1.8958 9479 
ee See I » 3750 . 3750 
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Table le 


Summary of Analysis of Variance of Responses on 


Question Two 


1 of the Experiment Evaluation 
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SR A AS 


Source of Variation 


Authoritarianism 
Stress 
Race 


Order 


Lee 


i (5) 


% 3 

xX & 

3 

xk 

Xx 4 

YE 3 
x2xX4 
¥3xX4 

X 3X4 
X2X304 


Error 


Sum of 


Squares 


» 3958 
.0938 
8438 


- L979 
.0938 
8438 


3.0104 3.0104 


1, Se .5938 


.0313 


~0625 


0208 0104 


3.3760 
.0938 
5104 


3.3760 


0938 


5104 
21354 


2708 
0625 


0313 
0104 
- 2604 


0208 
. 2604 
6458 


» 3289 
- 52h0 


37-7510 


lMood before entering research room? 


*Significant at .05 level 
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Table 13 
Summary of the Analysis of Variance of Responses on 


Question Three~ of the Experiment Evaluation 


Sum of 


Source of Variation af Mean Square 
Squares 
Authoritarianism 2.0208 1.0104 
Stress 1.5000 1.5000 
Race 2.0417 2.0417 
gaiee 6667 6667 
X oe 1.3125 6563 
X 3 1.2708 6354 
xt 2.0208 1.0104 
X 3 1.0417 ey 
x 4 . 6667 . 6667 
x4 2.017 2,0417 
X 02 9X 23 3.1458 1.5729 
xexk 1.8958 .9k79 
X¥3x4 1.2708 6354 
X3X4 » 3750 3750 
XolyXo3 Xb 0625 .0313 
Error 


88.4990 | 1.2290 


1Mood after saying alphabet backwards? 
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Summary of the Analysis of Variance of Responses on 


Question Fourt 


Source of Variation 


Squares. 

_ Authoritarianism 1.3125 » 6563 
Stress 1.2604 1.260). 
Race 1.7604 1.760} 
Order : 0938 0938 

X 2 1.0208 -5104 

X 3 2708 1354 

xh 1.5625 »7813 

X35 510} 5104 

xk 1.260} 1.2604 — 

x 4 84.38 8138 

4223 6458 » 3229 

Teck 1.0208 5104 

pact e ys 2.4375 1.2188 

recep ae 20104. .0104 

Fee eee 1.3958 6979 


Error 397521 25520 
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Table 15 


Mean Response on Question Two of Experiment 
Evaluation to a Caucasian T and to a White 


T under High Stress and 


Low Stress Conditions 


Caucasian 


Indian 
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difference score, and the four individual responses to the questions 
on the experiment evaluation form. 

The expected relationship between conforming behavior and the 
rating of T was not evident until the correlation coefficients were 
calculated separately for each combination of stress, race and order 
(Appendix K). When T Somes Indian the conformity behavior increased 
as the rating of T became more positive when in the high stress, but 
not when in the low stress condition. In the high stress conditions 
the correlations were .65 mag ents (p ¢.05 when r = .576) for order 
one and two respectively. But, in the low stress conditions the 
correlations did not differ significantly from zero (-.09 and =. 35 
respectively). 

When T was a Caucasian the correlations were .63 in the low 
stress order one conditions and -.66 in the high stress, order one 
conditions. On the other hand, the correlations were approximately 
zero (-.01 and -.09 respectively) in all order two conditions. 

Correlation coefficients were calculated across many different 
combinations of independent variables (Appendix L). Other then the 
cerkdietaous discussed above there were no other findings which were 
both statistically significant and meaningful in terms of the present 


study. 
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Discussion 


Preliminary to the interpretation of the above results, a 
number of qualifications should be cited which will assist the reader 
in understanding the author's approach. First, the study was exploratory 
and hence, called for a post hoc analysis of the results. Therefore, 
any hypothesis which fits the data may, in all logicality, be included 
in the interpretation. However, only interpretations have been used 
which have been supported by previous research. An attempt was also 
made to deal with integrative interpretations as much as possible, 
excluding those which would be applicable in one condition but incom- 


patible with the data in another condition. 


Personality Rating 

The finding that ratings of T were more negative than the 
ratings of E was expected since T acted in an insulting manner in 
one-half of the conditions while E acted in a neutral manner in ail 
conditions. Furthermore, S always rated T before E, thus, according 
to the catharsis theory of hostility reduction, 5 aa release his 
hostility on the first person rated (T). According to this notion, 
the subsequent rating of E is more positive since the hostile feelings 
have been reduced in attributing negative characteristics to T. 

The data indicated that the manipulation of stress was 
effective, at least with regard to the personality ratings. The 
rating of T was considerably more negative when T acted in an insulting 


(high stress) rather than a nevtral manner (low stress). However, the 
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rating of E, who acted in a neutral manner in both the high and low 
stress conditions, remained about the same, regardless of the behavior 
of 

Adorno's (in Adorno et al., 1950) prediction that the HA 
expresses hostility more readily than either the MA or the LA was not 
borne out by the data. Neither was it in aceord with Rokeach's (1960) 
implied prediction that the LA and HA would be more similar in their 
behavior to one another than either would be to the MA. In fact, the 
LA attributed more negative ratings to T than did either the MA or the 
HA in that order. Seigel (1956) demonstrated that the LA expressed 
more hostility than the HA when the hostility was measured on a 
projective test. In the present study, the personality rating task 
may have at least one important point in common with a projective 
test--the fact that the Ss are not directly aware of the hostility » 
implicit in their responses in a seemingly neutral task. The findings 
of the present study indicate that sometimes a defining criterion of a 
category, such as Adorno's hostile HA may simply reflect the situational 
variables under which a phenomena was originally observed. Studies 
supporting the concept of the hostile HA have typically used overt 
measures of hostility while the present study and Siegel's (1956) 
study used covert measures of hostility. The importance of situational 
variables has also been demonstrated by Abrams (1965) and Bounds (196h). 
These Wewancaiecs also Covad that the LA was more hostile than the HA 


if the humanitarian ideals of the LA were challenged. 
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The rating of E, on the other hand, was approximately the 
same for all levels of enter eaten: This rating provided a 
type of base-line, demonstrating that there do not seem to be any 
intrinsic aireceeneeaarS the way that HAs, MAs and LAs rate neutral 
individuals, Of course, the limitation on this base-line is the fact 
that E was an authority figure and thus these ratings may not be 
truly representative of those which might be given to a peer under 


otherwise identical circumstances. 


Difference Scores 

A number of researchers have suggested that there are indi- 
vidual differences in the way people tend to categorize environmental 
stimuli, and that these differences may be related to their respective 
F scale scores (Berkowitz, 1960; Helson, 1964; Rule, 1966). Cate- 
gorization in this sense refers to the person's tendency to classify 
various stimuli as being equivalent (same category) or different 
(different category). Thus, a person using narrow categories tends 
to perceive many differences in a set of stimuli while a person using 
broad categories tends to see many similarities in the same set of 
stimuli. 

’ The data indicated that S rated T and E more differently in 
the high stress than in the low stress condition. This increase in 
the difference score under high stress was primarily attributable 
to an increased negative rating of T. The correlation, over all 


conditions, between the rating of T and the difference score was 
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0.78 while the correlation between the rating of E and the difference 
score Was approximately zero. The difference scores do not contribute 
a great deal of additional critical information not contained in the 
less complex analysis of the rating scores discussed above. Never- 
theless, the following discussion is of interest because of the 
theoretical relevance such scores bear to the concept of authori- 
tarianism. 

The interaction of authoritarianism, stress and order will 
be discussed primarily in terms of the effect which the order of 
task presentation had on the S's interpretation of the different 
stress conditions. In order one (conformity task prior to rating 
task), the results follow from oe analyses of Adorno concerning 
the expected differences in the expression of hostility by the HA 
and the LA. That is, the HA is supposed to express hostility in a 
diffuse, alogical manner while the LA is supposed to channalize the 
expression of such impulses more effectively and logically. Thus, 
in the order one, high stent condition, the above expectations were 
confirmed, with the LA categorizing narrowly, the HA categorizing 
broadly and the MA behaving in an intermediate manner. However, in 
the low stress condition of this order, there were no anrfarenced in 
the categorization behavior of the HA, MA, or LA groups. Although the 
Adorno group (1950). made no clear-cut predictions in such low stress 
rere Brown (1953) has demonstrated that the HAs and LAs do not 
exhibit differences in cognitive style, as measured on a problem solving 


test, unless the testing conditions are made ego-involving. The 
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conditions of Brown's study were, of course, different from the present 
experiment, but the rigidity in thought processes, which he found 
would discriminate the HA from the LA only when they are under 
stressful conditions, seems analogous to the presence and absence 

of differential categorization behavior as expressed in the above 
findings. 

However, in order two (rating task prior to conformity task) 
the differential categorization behavior was noted only under the low 
stress conditions. The differences were in the same directions as in 
order one, with the HAs categorizing broadly, the LAs categorizing 
narrowly, while the MAs behaved in an intermediate manner. In the 
high stress condition there were only negligible differences in the 
behavior of the HA, MA, and LA groups. The differences in behavior 
between order one and order two may be attributable to the fact that 
in order two S rated T and E immediately after completing the alphabet 
task. Although the Ss were told that the alphabet task was not a 
measure of intelligence, (see cartier, Appendix E) many of the 
Ss commented on their poor performance either after or during the 
experiment. Since both T and E acted in a neutral manner during the 
S's stumbling attempts = perform the alphabet task, the Ss could — 
blame their poor performance only on themselves. The subsequent 
ratings of T and E may, then, have served as an outlet for this 
arousal, resulting in the differential categorization behavior. On 
the other hand, in the order one condition the conformity task was 


interpolated between the alphabet task and the rating task. This 
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interpolated task not only provided a lapse in time between the 
alphabet task and the rating task but it also acted as a distractor 
for the aroused S. Such factors could allow for the dissipation of 
the original arousal, thereby eliminating the possibility of 
differential categorization behavior. In the high stress condition 
of order two, the Ss rated T immediately ereer acing insulted by 

him during the foregoing task. Since S's poor performance on the 
alphabet task could easily be attributed to T's behavior, the negative 
ratings given T may be more representative of an objective rating 
rather than the expression of personal hostility. This would 

explain the absence of differential categorizing behavior in order 
two. However, in order one, high stress conditions, the ratings of 

T and E followed S's performance of the conformity task. In this 

case S was exposed to an additional sample of T's behavior. Instead 
of continuing to act like a "wise guy" or a fool, T pehaved in a 
properly, task-oriented and mature manner throughout the conformity 
task. Such behavior may have been arousing because it would not 

be congruent with S's attributing his poor performance on the alphabet 
task to the fact that his partner (T) was an irresponsible and incom- 
petent person. In addition, S had to participate with T in the 
conformity task although it may be presumed that he did not like T. 
‘Thus, in this case the conformity task presented an extra bit of 
behavior which may have been incompatible with S's preliminary unstated 
evaluation of T, thereby weakening the mechanism by which S disavowed 


responsibility for his performance on the alphabet task. It may also 
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have increased S's arousal since it is a generally accepted fact that 
Ss prefer not to participate in experiments with persons they dislike. 
Thus, differential categorization appeared in order one but not in order 


two. 


Conformity Scores 


The conformity task was designed in part, to serve as an 
indirect evaluative measure of T. That is, there was no correct answer 
for any trial and the stimuli were not value-loaded or open to different 
interpretations as a function of the past experience of S. Although 
T appeared to be more incompetent in the high stress than in the 
low stress condition, it has been demonstrated that a partner's 
failure or success on a prior task does not affect a S's magnitude 
of conforming behavior unless the prior task was directly related to 
the conformity task (Croner and Willis, 1961). 

Since the correlations between ratings and conformity scores 
were far from perrete, the question arises as to which is the best 
evaluative measure. Presumably, the S was not as aware of the fact 
that he was evaluating T when engaged in the conformity task as 
compared to the rating task. Furthermore, there are probably many 
other influences on such behavior which contaminate the 8's response 
so that the final result of either of these tasks cannot be considered 
as representative of a pure evaluative measure. 

Although the stress X rating X order interaction was signi- 


ficant, it will not be discussed since the authoritarianism X race 
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X order X stress interaction supercedes it. Before considering the 
many conditions in the latter interaction, a few preliminary overview 
statements will be presented in an attempt to bring out the important 
points: | 

1. The conformity behavior of the HA remained relatively 

stable despite changes in the levels of order, race 
or stress. 

2. In order one, the MAs demonstrated extreme changes in 

conformity behavior as stress and race were varied. 

3. In order one, the LAs exhibited extreme changes in 

conformity behavior as race changed. 

4, In order two, the HA, MA, and LA groups acted more 

similarly to one another than in order one. 

In accounting for this interaction it must be recalled that 
the relationship between F scale scores and prejudice was not based 
on an individual's interpersonal behavior with members of disliked 
minority groups. That is, the HA may dislike Indians in general 
while expressing positive feelings toward a particular Indian. This 
tendency to discriminate the Gadicibpatines from the concept of "Indians 
in general" was particularly likely in the present study because the 
Indian was a college student enrolled in the same introductory 
psychology class as S. These criteria may not only take T from the 
'typical' Indian category but they may put him in 8's own category. 
According to Rokeach's theory (1960) this would imply a similarity 
of beliefs between T and S which would be more important regarding 


their mutual attractiveness than the race differences. 
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The LA demonstrated a great deal of variability in conformity 
behavior from order one to order two when T was an Indian. It may be 
the case that the extremely low F scale scorers, as used in this 
study, actually are racially prejudiced. Perhaps, as a result of 
early training such individuals have internalized such incompatible 
values as racial prejudice and the humanitarian concept of the 
equality of all men. If, for some reason, the concept of social 
prejudice could not be accepted consciously because of the anxiety 
Seeuliadas from the conflict of values, the person may overreact in 
his expression of the usual liberal values. This ego defense mechanism, 
called reaction formation, would account for the LAs behavior. In order 
one, the LA conformed less with the Indian than with the white T. The 
lack of conformity with the Indian T would reflect S's unconscious 
attitudes toward Indians. However, in order two, S first made an 
evaluation of T thus bringing the concept - "Indians. jeveltmanot 
prejudiced" into consciousness, resulting in more conformity behavior 
than was exhibited in order one. The cinforniny behavior of the LA, 
like that of the HA, was approximately the same for both levels of 
stress. So little is known about the LA that there are two inter- 
pretations whiek are equally plausible patpdepend upon one's beliefs 
concerning the personality make-up of the LA. Adorno's views would be 
that the LA, being an individual who is very tolerant of human frailities, 
would simply not be aroused by T's insults. On the Stber hand, theorists 
such as Rokeach may hold that the development of the LA and HA would be 


quite similar, with the LA having just as much hostility as the HA. 
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However, the content of their values would differ and the reasons for 
the suppression of their hostile impulses would be different. Never- 
theless, the LA would probably be just as aroused as the HA and, like 
the HA, would suffer a great deal of anxiety if such hostility were 
expressed in such a situation as a psychology Exreuiherie 

The MA demonstrated a much greater change in conforming behavior 
as the various situational variables were manipulated than did either 
the LA or the HA. In order two, the MA.reacted very much like the 
LA, showing slight changes in behavior as race of T and stress level 
varied. In order one, however, the MA under stress conformed more 
with the Indian T than either the LA or HA and: conformed less with the 
white T than either the LA or HA. However, under low stress the MA 
conformed only moderately with the Indian T, but conformed more with the 
white T than either the HA or the LA. The MAs might be expected to show 
a great deal of eee te aca to the Pacers in stress levels since 
they would be less concerned by the presence of the authority figure 
(E) nandet tun. che LA or the HA. The fact that the MA conforms may 
indicate that there are certain guilty feelings generated in the presence 
of an insulting Indian. If the behavior of T was viewed as an unfor- 
tunate product of society of ail ah Sis a ee than S's conformity 
“ebeyion may indicate his wish for T to see him as different and thus 
not responsible. However, in the order two condition, the arousal 
from the insults of T has had time to dissipate and T has supposedly 
rated S badly anyway, so such ingratiating behavior does not appear. 


Of course, when T was Caucasian there would be more of a tendency to 
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~ simply view T as an inadequate personality since the emphasis on social 
causality has been popularized considerably more for minority groups 
in particular than for people in general. 

There was less variability in conformity behavior in order 
two than in order one, This may be due to the fact that in order two 
the arousal caused by the alphabet task has had time to dissipate 


and the intervening rating task in order two has acted as a distractor 


Experiment Evaluation 


Responses on question two of the experiment evaluation form 
suggest that the Ss were not providing an objective account of their 
pre-experimental mood. The significant order effect alone may 
suggest that, by chance, the Ss used in the order one condition 
entered the laboratory in a more disagreeable mood than those Ss 
in order two. However, the fact that the race X stress intersection 
was also significant would seem to indicate that the variability in 
response was more likely due to the conditions within the experiment 
rather than to the improbable systematic variations in mood prior to 
it. Thus, since the response to this question was probably biased 
in some manner by the experimental conditions, the findings are 
difficult to interpret because of the many ways ‘in which the meaning 
of the question for S and ine verperiasncat cone sions could interact. 
Since the instrument itself has never been used in previous research 
‘and since the findings did not seem to be of any help in interpreting 
other data it was felt that any additional discussion would not be 


worthwhile. 
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Correlations 

A number of correlation coefficients were calculated (Appendices 
J, K, and L) but the only meaningful relationship which emerged was 
that between the conformity score and the rating of E. Even this 
relationship proved to be quite tenuous since it appeared only in 
particular combinations of the levels of stress, race and order. 

When T was an Indian the conformity scores were positively 
correlated with the rating of t only in the high stress conditions. 
this seems to indicate simply that in the low stress conditions the 
Ss would feel less sure and less intensely involved in the validity 
of their evaluations. Festinger's (1957) dissonance theory predicts 
that a person is only concerned with expressing a cognitively consis- 
tent evaluation of an el Peet fatite if he feels a reasonable 
dda of personal involvement in the course of his evaluative actions. 
Therefore, in the high stress conditions the Ss may be expected to 
believe rather strongly that T possesses undesirable personality 
characteristics. Such less than neutral feeling should be sufficient 
to elicit relatively consistent behavior from 5, especially since the 
situation is ambiguous enough so that such consistency is not suppressed. 

On the other hand, such an interpretation is at supported by 
the behavior of S when T is Caucasian. The only significant correlations 
that occur when T is a Caucasian are in the order one condition. In 
addition, the significant positive correlation odours in the low stress 
condition while a significant negative correlation oceurs in the high 


stress condition. It may be the case that the Ss felt more confident 


Sd 


asorbaeqgA) betslvelso stow wine tolttecs nofvaisimos to todmuty Ar? 
esw Bopiems doldw gidenolttaler Intgaimsem ylao sie tod (dt bas OF .b 
atdt+ neve .X to gatter odd’ bas oncom yotinmoiaoo sat hoowded satit 
nt vino betsegge ¢f sonte avontted ottiup of o¢ Bovorg qifenotialot 
“tabro bne ost ,saette to efevel oft Yo anolisatdmed tefvotizeq 
yisvisieaq stow se1008 —e ont asthal as sew 'T" ws 
.encltiifaes asaitse dgid ont ot ‘Eno T to lal bed ~teol Botaletseo 
sd¢ anotéitinoo aastde wol edd at sais ylgmts otsothat ot “mien elds 
ysibifLevy odd at fevfovat yloeaedat sacl bas eave eeol Leet pnt 
atotbetg yroedt somanosalb (ECL) a'tegnitest .acottavLeve i eee to 
-stanoo ¥levithegoo = gntssetqxe dtiw Bemresmos yino at bags Fi sadt 
eldsdoasst s efsst of ti arfomtte asougidms tse te pelts oer | 
.enottes svitewLeve sind to saxuoo ont ah taomsviovat eho. . ¢ 
od Baiosgxs od ysm 82 oft anoltibaos esstita dytd edd at 


wis 


Yi bhasonreg eidetiasbru asassaaog T at bs cattndel 
~ ot qe Rea Eat 


jngloitthre ed bitoda gatiset fasted madd sael dow’ 


ie role fee 00 ae ile: ” 
oid sonte yLtstosgee (a mort toivatied thotetanoa aims ot 
[neti les Pw 


Hhosesiqqva tom at omens sage Sas om seam avout at aot . - 


yd bedxodgua Jon et sottesesgee yes or eee saad & rah 
ertotislorros Jind Yeimpte ghho ont pinned gh ee 
ar none ee a ‘? wore s000 
| es 
ot Se 28 
we ee ve oe ek 


eas eee i ae. pen a x 
‘tine nian ead thd - 
| mY A 


Ye 


63 


in guessing about the personality of a Caucasian than that of an 
Indian. Hence, in the low stress condition the positive correlation 
between conformity scores and the rating of T may reflect a general 
commitment on the part of S regarding the evaluation of T. When T 

is Indian, a more definitive sample of behavior--such as the insulting 
remarks--is needed before S feels that he can make a rational meting 
Under the high stress condition, the better the Caucasian T is rated, 
the smaller the conforming score. This negative correlation can 

be explained in terms of the overcompensation theory of interpersonal 
evaluation by Walster, Walster, Abrahams & Brown (1966). That is, S 
mentally evaluates T in a negative fashion in the high stress condition. 
However, in the course of the conforming task T behaves in a serious, 
task-oriented manner. According to Walster's overcompensation theory, 
the S's subsequent rating of T will tend to be biased in the positive 
direction if he views his initial evaluation of T as being unfairly 
negative. 

In the order two condition there are no correlations between 
rating scores and conformity behavior when T is Caucasian. In this 
condition the initial rating of T is more difficult to alter through 
the overcompensation effect since the initial rating is fully conscious 
and committed to writing instead of simply being initially held in 
an unstated, subjective manner as occurs in the order one condition. 
This interpretation is supported in a study by Walster and Prestholdt 
(1966) demonstrating that the overcompensation effect is reduced as 


initial judgments become more difficult to retract. 
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Conclusions and Further Research 


The, Pact that there was little relationship between the 
attitude seale scores and the behavior in an interpersonal situation 
suggests several avenues of further investigation. First, there is 
the consideration suggested by Rokeach (1960) that ethnocentric 
attitudes may not reflect racial prejudice but, rather, belief 
prejudice, The Ss in the present experiment were interacting with 
a non-typical representative of the Indian race, i.e., one who not 
only attended college but was also enrolled in the same subject as 
S. Rokeach (1960) has demonstrated that judges will react on the 
basis of race when no other cues are available. Therefore, it is 
possible that reactions on an attitude questionnaire concerning 
"Indians in general" reflects a basic attitude which may opens in non- 
laboratory life, act as the sole, or even a major determinant of 
behavior, To measure the effect of belief similarity it would be 
possible to use a partner who would vary in both race and status. 

The latter could be varied by using a college-attending peer and, say, 
a grounds-keeper. 

The factor that has been responsible for the greatest difficulty 
in interpretation of the present data is the order effect. The data 
has been confounded since there is no way of knowing how either the 
anticipation or performance of one task will affect or has affected 
performance on a second rr Of course, the present study was designed 
with the anticipation that the order effect would be quite negligible. 


It is of theoretical interest in itself to know which tasks will affect 
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subsequent tasks since the prediction of human behavior by social 
psychologists frequently implies social settings and, hence, 

elicitation of some interpersonal interaction prior to or following 

the recorded data. However, the present study has indicated that it may 
be more efficient to begin such a research program by collecting 

data on single tasks, 

Another problem which should be accounted for is the varying 
time lapse between the arousal of S and the performance of any one 
task. It is known that if a person is insulted but not allowed to 
aggress, his arousal, measured by both physiological and psychological 
means, Will decrease after a short time. Thus, in any interpersonal 
evaluative situation such factors must be considered. 

In the course of any discussion on arousal one must always 
consider carefully the manipulations defining different degrees of 
arousal and the concomitant possible interactive effect of individual 
differences. In the present study it seems as if the stress levels 
differed on a qualitative rather than a quantitative dimension. That 
is, the minimal arousal of the Ss in the low stress level arose from 
their not knowing how they performed on the alphabet task. On the 
other hand, the arousal in the high stress conditions was more directly 
due to the insulting partner and thus more easily identifiable and 
open to the application of past experience. Future studies would 
be more assured of varying stress on a quantitative level by having. 

T behave in a neutral manner while manipulating the amount of white 


noise during S's attempt to perform the alphabet task. Such a means 
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of arousal may have differential effects on individuals varying in 
noise sensitivity or ability to work under distraction. However, 
these types of biases would not be as important as the differences 
in the behavior of the LA and the HA in reaction to an insulting 
individual. After all, part of the personality make-up of the HA 
includes an expectation that people are bad and that the world is 
a threatening place. The LA, on the other hand, views people, and 
the world, as basically good (Adorno et al., 1950). Thus, when 
faced by an insulting individual the expectations of the LA will 
be disconfirmed while the pe eceat fences the HA will be confirmed 
under objectively identical conditions. This may account for the 
extremely hostile behavior of the LA relative to that of the HA in 
the present study. This point could, perhaps, be checked by the use 
of physiological measures and questionnaires. 

This latter point brings up the problem of the usefulness 
of the personality types as apvanaiees by different F-scale scores. 
The present study utilized only extreme scoring individuals on the 
assumption that despite the differences in beliefs there may be 
certain similarities in behavior between the two personality types 
regarding conforming behavior and the expression and displacement of 
hostility. Adorno and his colleagues (1950) had predicted the existence 
of a sub-type of LA who may share many personality charactéristics of 
the HA, but no research was conducted to define this possible sub-type 
in terms of F-scale scores. In 1960, Rokeach suggested that Ss 


espousing extreme attitudes may share personality characteristics 
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which would be different from those persons espousing more moderate 
attitudes. This latter suggestion implied that the sub-type of LA, 
referred to by Adorno above, could be defined simply by selecting 
those Ss who scored extremely low on the F scale. However, the 
present study used extreme scorers and demonstrated that such sini- 
larities did not appear between the LA and the HA. It is entirely 
possible that the use of extreme high scorers as a comparison group 
resulted in the inadvertent selection of a peculiar sub-type of HA 
not strictly representative of the usual high authoritarian as dealt 
with by the Adorno study (1950). That is, the F scale was not 
especially designed to select both the HA and the LA scorers in a 
symmetrical fashion. If there are simply fewer non-authoritarians 
than high authoritarians in the population, or, alternatively, if 
IAs are less variable in their responses than are the HAs, it may be 
that the 1baee ten percent of the scoring population are more like 
the upper thirty percent than either group is to the moderate scorers. 
Of course, such considerations could lead one to a more detailed | 
analysis of the F scale. A great deal of literature has been devoted 
to such analyses, but only at the questionnaire level. For those 
inclined to such activities, a great deal of work is yet to be 
conducted on the relation between F-scale scorers and behavior. 
Another alternative is to forego the notion that the F scale 
is either a measure of personality type or a predictor of behavior-- 
except, perhaps, for responses on other attitude scales. There is, 


after all, no logical or psychological necessity that attitudes 
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concerning a general concept should be congruent with a particular 
behavior in a particular situation. That is, knowing a person's 
attitudes toward several concepts individually has proven to be of 
little use in predicting the same person's behavior in the presence 
of a collection of such concepts. Simply in terms of predictive 
efficiency, if not theoretical neatness, it would seem better to 
be able to predict behavior on the basis of a limited number of 
situational variables. The F-scale provides the experimenter with 
a sample of the content of the S's cognitions. However, to know 
the manner in which an individual thinks would, perhaps, provide 
more predictive generality. In Sp ey. we should know how one 
thinks in order to understand what one thinks. This knowledge of what 
Rokeach (1960) Lene as cognitive style permits one to make a 
logical deduction of an individual's behavior re a novel situation. 
But, knowledge of content ere prediction only on the basis of 
a non-logical extrapolation from one general statement to a specific 
situation. An approach to delimiting personality types on the basis 
of cognitive style has also been made by Harvey, Hunt and Schroeder 
(1961). Both these latter theorists and Rokeach have studied cognitive 
style through the measurement of perceptual responses in both social 
and asocial circumstances. 

of course, such an approach does not eliminate the usefulness 
of all the data collected using the F scale. However, where inter- 
personal behavior is in question, and the S is immersed in an environ- 


ment of several meaningful variables, then knowledge of cognitive 
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style is likely to be more efficient than knowledge of cognitive 
content. On the other hand, when the experimental situation involves 
the manipulation of only one or two relevant variables, the knowledge 
of cognitive content--attitudes toward isolated concepts represented 
by these variables--may well suffice for accurate prediction. Thus, 
the F scale may be adequate for prediction of other attitudes or 

for prediction of behavior in situations with a very limited number 
of independent variables. However, as the validation of theories 
becomes more dependent upon their usefulness in multivariate studies 


it is suspected that the present popularity of the F scale will 


diminish rapidly. 
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Appendix A 
California Fascist (F) Scale 
Obedience and respect for authority are the most important 


virtues children should learn. 


Science has its place, but there are many important things 
that can never possibly be understood by the human mind. 


A person who has bad manners, habits and breeding can hardly 
expect to get along with decent people. 


When a person has a problem or worry, it is best for him not 
to think about it, but to keep busy with more cheerful things. 


Every person should have complete faith in some supernatural 
power whose decisions he obeys without question. 


No weakness or difficulty can hold us back if we have enough 
will power. 


Human nature being what it is, there will always be war and 
conflict. 


Nowadays when so many different kinds of people move around 
and mix together so much, a person has to protect himself 
especially carefully against catching an infection or disease 
from them. 


If people would talk less and work more, everybody would be 
better off. 


Young people get rebellious ideas sometimes, but as they grow 
up they ought to get over them and settle down. 


What the youth needs most is strict discipline, rugged determi- 
nation, and the will to work and fight for family and country. 


Nowadays more and more people are prying into matters that 
should remain personal and private. 


Some people are born with the urge to jump from high places. 
An insult to our honor should always be punished. 


Familiarity breeds contempt. 
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Appendix A (Continued) 


16, 


17. 


18. 


aoe 


eh. 


28. 


Wars and social troubles may someday be ended by an earth- 
quake or fllood that will destroy the whole world. 


Sex crimes, such as rape and attacks on children, deserve more 
than mere imprisonment; such criminals ought to be publicly 
whipped or worse. 


The businessman and the manufacturer are much more important 
to society than the artist and the professor. 


What this country needs most, more than laws and political 
programs, is a few courageous, tireless, devoted leaders in 
whom the people can put their faith. 


There is hardly entying lower than a person who does not feel 
a great love, gratitude, and respect for his parents. 


People can be divided into two classes: the weak and the strong. 
The wild sex Life of the old Greeks and Romans was tame compared 
to some of the goings-on in this country, even in places where 


people might least expect it. 


Homosexuals are hardly better than criminals and ought to be 
severely punished. 


No sane, normal, decent person could ever think of hurting a 
close friend or relative. 


Most of our social problems would be solved if we could somehow 
get rid of the immoral, crooked, and feebleminded. 


Some day it will probably be shown that astrology can explain 
a lot of things. 


Most people don't realize how much our lives are controlled by 
plots hatched in secret places. 


Nobody ever learned anything really important except through 
suffering. 
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Appendix B 


Anti-Indian Scale 


If there are enough Indians who want to attend dances at 
a local dance hall featuring an Indian band, a good way 
to arrange this would be to have one all-Indian night, 
and then the whites could dance in peace the rest of 
the time. 


The Indians would solve many of their social problems by 
not being so irresponsible, lazy, and ignorant. 


It would be a mistake to have Indians for foremen and 
leaders over whites. 


Indians may have a part to play in white civilization, but 
it is best to keep them in their own districts and schools 
and to prevent too much intermixing with whites. 


Manual labor and menial jobs seem to fit the Indian mentality 
and ability better than more skilled or responsible work. 


The people who raise all the talk about putting Indians on 
the same level as whites and giving them the same privileges 
are mostly radical agitators trying to stir up conflicts. 


It would be best to limit Indians to grammar and trade school 
education since more schooling just gives them more ambition 
and desires which they are unable to fulfill in white competition. 


There is something inherently primitive and uncivilized in 
the Indian, as shown in his extreme aggressiveness. 


Most Indians would become officious, overbearing, and 
disagreeable if not kept in their place. 
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Appendix C 


Adjective Check List (Personality Rating Scale) 


Trait Xs 


ne cated bine A Like al hd A Leen ei naaee 


very very 
characteristic 


reputable 
honest 
industrious 
affect Lonate 
mature 
cheerful 
sensitive 
fair 
friendly 
sociable 
warm 
co-operative 
good 


clean 
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Appendix D 
Experiment Evaluation Form 


How was your performance on the first task (saying the alphabet 
backwards) influenced by the subject-experimenter? 


very not very 
positively positively at all negatively negatively 


Can you describe your mood ~ just before entering the research room? 


‘nance i e e cuts sets sel leony Senet iE lei Non ocala Rak ta 
extremely extrenely 
' agreeable agreeable neutral disagreeable disagreeable 


“Just after the task of saying the alphabet backwards? 


extremely very 
agreeable agreeable neutral disagreeable disagreeable 


~ Just before you began answering this questionnaire? 


_oegamtcemaes meee keene ee ee cin Al) Rian dee awd bean rants Dili Reali ten SAMs 
extremely very 


agreeable agreeable neutral disagreeable disagreeable 


Did you possess any knowledge concerning the identity of the other 
sub ject before you entered the research room? 


Circle one = Yes No 
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Appendix E 


Instructions 


Pre-Task Instructions 


E. 


Can you hear me clearly in there? Just push down that 


lever on the box in front of you to speak back. 
Yeah, fine. 


Good, now I'll tell you both briefly about the experi- 
ment you will be participating in today. Please listen 
carefully. 

First, you will take part in a study on the effects of 
the experimenter's personality on task performance. We 
have chosen a task that has been proven to be independent 
of intelligence differences or special skills. This 

task is saying the alphabet backwards. 

The subject who arrived here first is in the room on the 
other side of the one-way glass in front of myself and 

the other subject. This subject in the adjacent room 
will be called Bill for the remainder of the experiment. 
You, Bill, have been chosen to act as an experimenter. The 
person in this room, whom I will refer to as John, will be 
your subject. Bill, the details of the task are on a slip 
of paper in front of you. It is up to you to instruct and 


urge your subject, John, as you see fit. Any technique you 
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Appendix E (Continued). 


personally feel will be efficient is fine--short of 
obscenities, of course. 

After this, you will both be asked to make personality 
judgments of one another by just checking off a list of 
adjectives. In addition, you will also both do a simple 
weight judging experiment for the psychophysics depart~ 
ment. 

Now, Bill, from your room you can see John quite clearly. 
We have used the one-way glass because we want John to 
make his personality judgment on the basis of auditory 
cues. However, we want him to have certain basic 
information about yourself to use as a guide. Please 
listen carefully now and do not give any information I 
do not ask for. 0.K.?--now--tell us--your height--your 
weight--your race,--your hair and eye color. Got that? 
Your height, weight, race, hair and eye color. I'll 
write this information down so John can have it for 


later. 


I'm Canadian Indien (or Canadian White), I'm five feet 


eleven, weigh 160 pounds, have black hair and brown eyes. 


Good, now, since I woyld like you two to remain unknown 
to one another, I'll have Bill leave a few minutes before 
you John. Bill, you're asked not to speak to John about 


this experiment if you see him again. Agreed? 
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Appendix E (Continued). 
blige OTK. 


E. All right John, for the next few minutes you are the 
subject of Bill, the experimenter. All right Bill, 


start John on his task. 


Instructions for the Conformity Task 


KE. A weight judgment study is being conducted for the 
psychophysics department. You both have identical sets of 
weights. That is, the number one weight in this room weighs 
exactly the same as the number one weight in the next room, 
and so on for all the other weights. The number one is of 
a slightly different weight from any of the other numbers 
--two through to thirteen. The number two is of a slightly 
different weight than either number one or numbers three 
through 13--and so on. In other words, each number is of 
a slight, but noticeably different weight from any other 
number in the set. 

I will call two numbers for each trial. Pick up the first 
number I call first, then the second number. Please use 
only one hand for all trials. Tell me the number of the 
weight that is the heavier of the two. Give me your first 


impression. Since accuracy in recording your judgments is 
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Appendix E 


8h. 


crucial, I'll do trat job. I'll have to ask you to give 
me your judgments in a certain order so I don't get your 
judgments mixed up. Let's see--Bill, you will give your 
response first. John--your response will always come 
after Bill. If there are no questions we may start 


right now 


NOTE: E asks subject to compare pairs 1 and 2, 1 and 3, 
7 « « « « eo L and 13. T's responses are, respec- 
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Instructions for the Personality Rating Task 


E. 


The personality rating experiment is being conducted for 
the purpose of identifying those observable traits which 
persons rely upon in judging strangers. Bill's judgment 
of John will be very much like a non-laboratory judgment 
since the one-way glass allows him to use ali possible 
visual traits. However, you, John, will be iimited to 
only the use of those traits of Bill which you heard 
earlier and should have on that piece of paper I gave to 
you. 

Now, if you will both pick up the papers on the left end of 
the table and turn them over you should have two adjective 


rating scales and a page of instructions. If you do not 
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Appendix E (Continued) 


have these three sheets please tell me now. 0O.K., now, 
after reading the instruction sheet, you will then make 
a rating of the other subject. That is, Bill, you will 
rate John and John, you will rete Bill. When you have 
completed this rating sheet you will slide it into the 
block, padlocked box on your right through that slot on 
the top. After you have done this then, on the second 
rating sheet, you will rate, me, the experimenter. The 
rating you make of me will provide us with a kind of 
average on how good you each are at rating people, since 
you have both had about the same amount of contact with 
me. You will put this rating of myself in the box as 
goon as you have completed it. Please be certain you 
have placed the rating of the other subject in the box 
before you begin to rate me. There is no need to put 
your names on these ratings, Furthermore, you may be 
assured that only the person in charge of this experiment 
has a key to the box. Read the instruction sheet now and 
commence rating. If you have any questions now or after 
reading the instructions please speak up. Please let 

me know when you have completed both rating scales by 


tapping your pencil on the table a few times. 
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Appendix EB (Continued) 
INSTRUCTIONS 


The purpose of this scale is to obtain a description of other people. 
On each page you will find a different person to be described and 
beneath it a set of scales. You are to describe each person on each 
of these scales in order. 


If you feel that the person indicated at the top of the page is very 
well described by one end of the scale, you should place your check- 
mark as follows: 


Trait Xs rer x 2 
A veel 


characteristic or uncharacteristic 


ee | eee ee 
very very 
characteristic or uncharacteristic 


If you feel the person is quite well described by one or the other end 
of the scale, (but not extremely), you should place your check-mark 
as follows: 


pie PE Tent meted leche ell he lie al OE COA CNS | 
very very 
characteristic or uncharacteristic 


‘ ' i eee See | i 
very very 
characteristic or uncharacteristic 


If the person seems only slightly described by one side or the other 
(but is not really neutral), then you should check as follows: 


ae Be 1 DE Ea Ee en Ce CR 
very very 
characteristic or uncharacteristic 


oc oeethe Soke heh 5 Neen Mbiernsoeal amnesiac beer 
very very 
characteristic or uncharacteristic 


If you consider the person neutral on the scale, both sides of the scale 
equally associated with the concept, or if the scale is completely irrelevant, 
unrelated: to the concept, then you should place your check-mark in the middle 
space: 
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very very 
characteristic or uncharacteristic 
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Appendix E (Continued) 


Important: 
(1) 
(2) 


(3) 
(4) 


Place your check-marks in the middle of spaces, not 
on the boundaries. 


Be sure you check every scale for every person, don't 
omit any. 


Never put more than one checke-mark on a single scale. 


Make each item a separate and independent judgment. 

Work at fairly high speed. It is your first impressions, 
the immediate feelings about the items we want. On the 
other hand, please do not be careless, because we want 
your true impressions. 
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Form on which Subject Received T's Personality 


Characteristics 


DATA SHEET 
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Appendix G 


T's non-insulting monologue- 

T: O.K., please don't ask questions this task will be quite simple. 
You just start at Z% and start saying the alphabet backwards as fast 
as you can. Try to keep your mistakes to a minimum. Just start 
Z-YeX and so on. O.K. get ready-=-now go! 


(S starts on the task) 


Tg O.K., that's far enough. I'm all done now Mr. experimenter. ° 


lthis monologue follows immediately the end of the pre-task 
instructions of Appendix E. 


en interrupted S with this statement after S worked on the task 
for one minute or has reached the letter H--whichever was first. 
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Appendix H 
T's Insulting Monologue 


O.K. friend, we'll work best if you just keep all your 
questions and comments to yourself while I'm in charge. 

All you have to know about this job is that you start at 

Z and start saying the alphabet backwards until I tell 

you to stop. Go as fast as you can and don't make mistakes. 


Just start Z-Y-X and so on. O.K., get ready--now go’ 
(S starts on the task but is interrupted whever he pauses) 


Come on, you're supposed to be college material--a little 
faster. (S starts and stops.) That's it, you're great at 
pauses--let's have a few more letters. (Ss starts and stops. ) 
No stopping now, can't you just follow simple orders? (s 
either stops and starts or still remains silent.) Let's go! 
That face making isn't helping your speed any. (Again, 
either a start and stop or silence.) You're great at long 
silences--a little cooperation on your part and you could 
be shout half-way to where I could be by now. (Most Ss__ 
have stopped at this point.) What good is this giving-up 
game? A few more letters and we could compete for the all- 
time slow record. (If S doesn't start again T continues. ) 
O.K., actually you were finished a while back. You just 


needed a little "putting on" to get that saintly look off 


your face. O.K. Mr. experimenter, I guess I'm through with that. 
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Appendix I 
Summary of Experiment Provided for Ss 


FOR SUBJECTS WHO HAVE PARTICIPATED IN 


EXPERIMENT 23 (MARMY). 


IN THIS EXPERIMENT we were interested in observing peoples 
behavior under two different conditions of emotional arousal. In 
one condition, participants heard a "bossy", talkative individual. 

In the other condition, participants heard a normal, or neutral, 
individual. Since it is important to have identical conditions for 
all participants, we used tape recordings of one individual ‘playing’ 
the two different roles. The recorder was controlled by Pie experi~ 
menter in the room with you. In this way, the tape recorded voice 
could be turned on or off to fit in with your attempts to recite the 
alphabet backwards. 

IN ADDITION, the ‘other subject' was supposedly an Indian for 
some of the participants and a non-Indian for other participants. I+ 
was expected that people would dislike a "bossy! Indian more intensely 
then a "bossy' non-Indian. Furthermore, it was expected that people 
would tend to disagree more with someone they didn't like than with 
& person toward whom they feel relatively neutral. This was tested 
by having participants judge the heavier of several pairs of objects 
that were, in reality, all of the same weight. Since there was no 
‘correct’ answer for each judgment, participants really were either 
agreeing or disagreeing with the ‘other subject' for emotional reasons 


rather than for reasons based on actual sensations of heaviness. 
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Correlations Between all Pairs of Dependent 


Variables Averaged Over all Independent 


Variables 
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Question four of experimenter evaluation. 
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Correlations Between all Pairs of Dependent Variances 


Over Each Combination of the Levels of Stress, 
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Appendix L 
Correlation Between all Pairs of Dependent Variables 


for each level’ of Authoritartanism, 


Race, Stress and Order 
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Appendix L (Continued) 
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Correlations between all pairs of dependent variables for high, low and 
moderate authoritarianism when the "other" subject (T) is either Caucasian 
or Indian 
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Correlations between all pairs of dependent variables for high, low and 
moderate authoritarianism under high and low stress conditions 
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Correlations between all pairs of dependent variables for 
moderate authoritarianism under each order condition. 
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Appendix L (Continued) 
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Appendix L (Continued) 
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Correlation between all pairs of dependent variables for each level of 
stress when the "other" subject (T) is either Caucasian or Indian 
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Appendix L (Continued) 
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Notes See page 92 for key of variable identification 
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